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Third in a series from The Tobacco Institute, 
in response to mounting requests 
for the little-known 'other side 1 . 
of the smoking controversy* - : 




is the truth 
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about the cigarette controversy? 
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Many of the.country's-beet-qualified medical and 
scientific authorities have now studied the charges against 
smoking in great detail. -p < ; • - 
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They have found no consistent laboratory evidence, no 
clinical proof, no scientific certainty of any sort in the 
charges* . ,‘p. XXp. . . ' : • • 

Yet the controversy goes on. Why? . /. ;>■// ;'>/• 

Some author!tes say that the charges, without proof, 
are invalid. Others say that the charges can be amply based 
on the statistics that ^ink^s m oking and disease. __ 




Some students of the statistics claim that the statistical 
relationships are flawed — and speculative, at best. The 
counter-claim is that the statistical linkages ar e f Jr Lou 
su ggoctive to ha rwprlaja k&d. • /‘X . y\. XX'X'if-V • '’ & 
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If there is any single true noinh of general Agreement - 

__ this: the case against: cigarettes now rests^on_the 

statistics. The charge, is "guilty by statistical association . 1 1 




At which point, the controversy resumes. 
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The Statistical Case 
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A critical examination of the statistics in the case ; l \>\ ” r '"’ 
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against cigarettes — to see what they show and what is ‘ *’i • 
being, done with them — can be remarkably interesting* '* ■; .•’••.. 

■ ■ •■■ ••'■".;■ ^v^• •• -'••••• 

That the statistical case is open to challenge has V.'/ryr 

been often acknowledged* And the challengers - J -—*■ - » ' •-'•. ‘'..: 

scientists, statisticians — have 
eight major objections. 


be challengers — doctors, ; • \ : 
ve identified at least 
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1. It has been spread too thin. 


Statistics link cigarette smoking with more than two ' y 
dozen diseases , including lung cancer, heart disease, . . 

bronchitis, emphysema — and nearly every other ailrnant -7 dte 

that afflicts the human body, it seems, short of a broken 
heart. 
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Even the: Surgeon General's report, "Smoking and Health", 
conceded that the statistical: indication of a link between 
smoking and so many diseases^ detracts from the c laim that 
smoking causes any one. v- — .. .. . . >-.v; , 
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2. It does not explain. 


Statistics show that people who do not smoke get all these y^-S 

same diseases., 'why? No explanation. , . ■' ” : . ; : il»<v 

3. The problem 1 of modern diagnosis. rf*****- > 

It is possible that the incidence of lung cancer is not f“a 

rising,, as claimed;. Many doctors concede that improved . .. 

diagnosis may be distorting the figures. , .<•■.-. 


Tliey point out that what was once termed "consumption", 
"influenza", "pneumonia", "respiratory disease" can: now 
be indentified as lung cancer — thanks to X-rays:, 
fluoroscopes and bronchoscopes:. Deaths from those causes 
have declined while deaths from lung cancer have apparently 
risen. 
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4 . A missing link. 
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The number of smokers has: risen ; the apparent incidence ^, 
of lung cancer has not kept pace. The expected parallel, J? a s*^***- <*«*-<* 
linking more smokers to more lung cancer cases, was •. 

logically expected — but never found. ■ ,.; ,.•*!' 


Source: hti^sy/wyvw.ihdustryddcu^ 





5 » The "dose" response 11 mystery. 
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The findings appear contrary to any medical "dose response" 
concept. People start smoking earlier and more heavily with 
each generation. Yet lung cancer doesn't seem to occur any 
earlier in life. 


Heavy smokers, the figures show, get lung cancer at the 
same average age as light smokers, or even' non-smokers. 
Cases peak at age 60 , thereafter drop off. In short,, 
there seems to be no relation between lung cancer and 
how much or hoy; lonr one smokes. '-z "". ■ ■■■!' 



6 . The sexual difficulty. 


More ana more women smoke. But the female lung cancer 
rate has not approached that of men. And the puzzling 
"gap" between male and female rates has actually widened. 
No difference in tissue, or any other surmise,, seems to 
account for it. • • 


7* It isn't representative. " ; . * 

The Surgeon General's report itself admitted that the 
statistical samples It offered "were not designed to be 
representative of the U.S. male population." The trouble'is, 
of course, the findings have been interpreted as though 
they were. .. '.-••• v.’A" •...-.•v :? 

8 * The leap to conclusions. . f - . 

Statistics cannot prove cause-and-effect. Unfortunately 
many critics of cigarettes have found in the statistics the 
"proof" of their case. To illustrate the mistake, statisticians 
can use the same reasoning to prove that cigarettes prevent 
stomach cancer: ' ' • 'V 


...Figures for the period 1930-1965 show that, while cases 
of lung cancer have apparently risen, cases of stomach cancer 
have sharply fallen off. Cigarette smoking increased during 
this period. "Therefore," cigarettes prevent stomach cancer. 

Cigarettes no more cause cancer on this evidence than 
they prevent stomach cancer. 

*********** ' 







Source: http^://wvyw.industrydocumeipts-.uj^ 
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■ In the above review of the statistical case against 
cigarettes, we have invented nothing. .We have reported, 
wi th r? n re t simply what many observers have point out. 

And we have touched upon only the more obvious questions 
raised by analysts of the existing statistics. " . 

S tatist ics fall. Other statistics rise in their place« 
’Of the making of surveys there is no end. ;• 
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The controversy goes on. •' 


For further information' on any of the facts above, 
for documentation and sources of information, 
you'are invited to write to, .ffe-.': ...... 

The Tobacco Institute ’ ’ 

1735 K Street, N.W. > ; 

Washington, D.C. ' 


For a fuller discussion, read "THE CIGARETTE CONTROVERSY", 
to The Tobacco Institute for your free copy. ' ’ 






